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DETAILED ACTION 



The following is a non-final office action upon examination of application 



number 09/575,283. Claims 1-28 are pending and have been examined on the merits 
discussed below. 



2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-28 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. Specifically, applicant argues that the 
Anderson reference does not teach global or distinct sets of rules used to delegate 
customer leads. Examiner has clarified the rejections from the previous office action to 
make clear how the Anderson reference reads on the claims. 



3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



4. Claims l-)!5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Anderson et al, U.S. Patent Number 6,078,892. 

As per claim 1, Anderson et al teaches configuring lead processing system 
including accepting a specification of a plurality of users of the system (column 2, lines 
54-59 - the agent submits preferences of the type of customer requested), and accepting 
specifications of a plurality of rules that includes a set of global rules and for at least 



Response to Arguments 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 





some of the users of the system distinct sets of rules associated with each of said users 
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(column 6, line 59 thru column 7, line 8 - global rules include a an initial set of rules 
which all leads go through to determine demographic data, data describing the nature of a 
customer's business; column 7, lines 53-65 - distinct rules include a second step wherein 
the leads are delegated to an agent based upon his/her own specified rules such as product 
of interest, or preferences such as age range, location, sex, etc); and routing leads through 
the system including accepting a first lead at the lead processing system, including 
accepting values for each of a plurality of data fields associated with said lead (column 3, 
lines 17-39 - the customer leads are matched to the agent based on customer information 
and preferences set by the agent; column 7 - customer descriptive information is used to 
match the agent with the appropriate customer to pursue, this can be based on location, 
age, sex, type of business, etc.). 

Anderson et al does not explicitly teach hierarchically routing a first lead to a 
second user after applying the first set of rules associated with the first user. Examiner 
takes official notice that it is old and well known to one of ordinary skill in the art that 
once a lead is "passed on" it should be put back into the system wherein it is ultimately 
delegated to a second user based on his/her own set of distinct rules. For example, if the 
first user specifies an age range between 30 and 50, a lead with a customer, age 65, will 
be passed on by the first user and routed to a second user who may specify an age range 
of 50-70, where the lead will be delegated to that second user. It would have been 
obvious to route the customer lead through the system to several users until it ultimately 
matches the rules set forth by the user so each an every lead would be pursued, resulting 
in a more efficient lead routing system. 
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As per claim 2, Anderson et al teaches routing the leads through the system 
further includes receiving a response from the second user related to the disposition of the 
lead (column 8, lines 49-67 - when the user accepts the lead, the additional customer 
information which was previously withheld is output). Anderson et al does not explicitly 
teach a second user being involved in the process. However, it would have been obvious 
to one of ordinary skill that the customer leads not selected would be routed back through 
the system or left in the system for distribution to the next (second) agent. This would be 
beneficial in that the lead would stay within the system for selection as opposed to not 
being selected and discarded from the system. This would cut down the time it would 
take to distribute customer leads through the system to each of the agents, thereby 
making the system more efficient. 

As per claim 3, Anderson et al teaches receiving a response from the user 
includes receiving an acceptance of the lead (column 8, lines 49-67 - when the user 
accepts the lead, the additional customer information which was previously withheld is 
output). Anderson et al does not explicitly teach a second user being involved in the 
process. However, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill that the customer 
leads not selected would be routed back through the system or left in the system for 
distribution to the next (second) agent. This would be beneficial in that the lead would 
stay within the system for selection as opposed to not being selected and discarded from 
the system. This would cut down the time it would take to distribute customer leads 
through the system to each of the agents, thereby making the system more efficient. 

As per claim 4, Anderson et al teaches notifying the user of the lead includes 
withholding values of one or more data fields associated with the lead from the second 
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user, and wherein routing the leads further includes, after receiving the acceptance of the 
lead, providing the withheld values (column 8, lines 49-67 and column 9, lines 1-5 - the 
initial customer information is output with a minimum amount of information, once the 
customer is selected, the additional information is output). Anderson et al does not 
explicitly teach a second user being involved in the process. However, it would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill that the customer leads not selected would be routed 
back through the system or left in the system for distribution to the next (second) agent. 
This would be beneficial in that the lead would stay within the system for selection as 
opposed to not being selected and discarded from the system. This would cut down the 
time it would take to distribute customer leads through the system to each of the agents, 
thereby making the system more efficient. 

As per claim 5, Anderson et al teaches the user selecting (or not selecting) to 
pursue the customer lead. Anderson et al does not specifically teach routing the leads 
through the system further includes automatically re-routing the lead to another of the 
users of the system. While Anderson et al does not explicitly teach routing the lead to 
another user upon rejection of the lead, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill that the customer leads not selected would be routed back through the system or left 
in the system for selection by the next agent. This would be beneficial for the agent in 
that the lead would stay within the system for selection as opposed to not being selected 
and discarded from the system. This would cut down the time it would take to distribute 
customer leads through the system to each of the agents, thereby making the system more 
efficient. 
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As per claim 6, Anderson et al teaches routing the leads through the system 
further includes after expiration of a time interval automatically re-routing the lead to 
another of the users (column 8, lines 1-6 - the user can specify a time restraint such that 
only a specific number of leads are output from the search). Anderson et al does not 
explicitly teach the second user accepting or rejecting the lead and doesn't explicitly 
teach the lead being re-routed to another user after acceptance or rejection. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art to one of ordinary skill that the customer 
leads not selected would be routed back through the system or left in the system for 
selection by the next agent. This would be beneficial for the agent in that the lead would 
stay within the system for selection as opposed to not being selected and discarded from 
the system. This would cut down the time it would take to distribute customer leads 
through the system to each of the agents. 

As per claim 7, Anderson et al teaches routing leads through the system further 
includes routing each of a plurality of leads through the system resulting in different users 
being notified of different of the leads (column 3, lines 8-50 - each user of the system 
specifies a search request depending on the types of leads he wants to pursue, in response 
to the search, the matching leads are routing to him, therefore, the users (agents), all with 
different search requirements will be notified of different leads). 

As per claim 8, Anderson et al teaches accepting the specifications of the rules 
includes accepting a specification of the set of global rules from an administrator of the 
system and accepting a specification of a set of rules associated with a first user from the 
first user who is different than the administrator of the system, whereby configuring the 
system is decentralized (column 4, lines 10-30 - the customer records are stored and 
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scored based on customer data and arranged by score prior to the user defining his search 
request. The scoring is performed by someone or something other than the user since the 
information is collected, but only parts of the information are available for viewing by the 
user until after he specifies acceptance of the lead). 

As per claim 9, Anderson et al teaches accepting the lead includes accepting an 
electronic communication initiated by a potential customer, wherein the electronic 
communication includes at least some of the values of data fields associated with the lead 
(column 6, lines 47-67 and column 8, lines 49-67 - the customer initially reveals his or 
her information for input into the system wherein only part of the customer information is 
communicated to the agent until after the agent selects the customer lead. Then the rest 
of the customer information is revealed). 

As per claim 10, Anderson et al teaches the communication of customer leads 
takes place over a network of computers connected by one of several methods (column 
12, lines 5-14 and 23-34 - communication of the leads occurs over a network of 
computers connected by one of several methods). Anderson et al does not explicitly 
teach the communication is an electric mail message. Given the fact the Anderson et al's 
system is carried out over a networked computer system, it would have been obvious to 
one of ordinary skill in the art to communicate information through and electric mail 
message. Using e-mail is beneficial to users because it is much faster and more accurate 
than other methods of communicating information. 

As per claim 11, Anderson et al teaches routing the first lead further includes 
applying a prioritization rule including deriving a priority value for the lead from values 
of one of more data fields associated with said lead (column 5, lines 3-19, lines 45-55 - 
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the customer information is scored and arranged by score so that the records having the 
highest score and thus are the most relevant appear first). 

As per claim 12, Anderson et al teaches deriving the priority value includes 
computing a weighted combination of the values of the one or more data fields (column 
7, lines 27-52 - the customer information is used to determine whether a customer would 
be likely to purchase products, using information such as age, sex, location, etc., it is 
determined the percent or score showing how likely he or she would be to indicate 
interest in the product. As can be seen in figure 4, customer 1 would have a higher 
probability of being interested in product A, based on his or her information). 

As per claim 13, Anderson et al teaches deriving the priority value includes 
matching the values of the one or more data fields with a record in a data value and 
retrieving the priority value from the record (column 7, lines 27-52 - the customer 
information is used to determine whether a customer would be likely to purchase 
products, using information such as age, sex, location, etc., it is determined the percent or 
score showing how likely he or she would be to indicate interest in the product. As can 
be seen in figure 4, customer 1 would have a higher probability of being interested in 
product A, based on his or her information). 

As per claim 14, Anderson et al teaches routing the leads further includes 
augmenting the lead including identifying information related to the lead (column 7, lines 
27-65 - information such as type of business, customer demographics, product 
information, etc., is included). 
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As per claim 15, Anderson et al teaches identifying information related to the lead 
includes accessing information about a company related to the lead (column 7, lines 53- 
65 - customer lead information includes the type of business). 

As per claim 16, Anderson et al teaches identifying information related to the lead 
includes providing product information related to the lead (column 7, lines 27-52 - when 
matching the customer lead with an agent, the product information is taken into account). 

As per claim 17, Anderson et al teaches identifying information related to lead 
includes providing sales material related to the lead (column 7, lines 27-65 - useful 
information regarding whether a sale might be possible is included in the lead, as the 
example states if the product is a skateboard, there are specific customers who would be 
more inclined to make the purchase). 

As per claim 18, it is the software stored on a computer readable media for 
performing the method of claim 1 therefore the same rejection applied to claim 1 also 
applied to claim 18. 

As per claims 19-21, they are directed to the system for performing the routing 
methods of claims 1-17. Anderson et al's system takes place in a networked computer 
system that inherently would include storage, servers, an engine to sort the leads, and a 
communication channel, therefore the same rejections apply. 

As per claims 22-25, they are directed to the system for performing the process of 
the method of claims 1-17. Anderson et al's system takes place over a networked 
computer system that inherently would include storage, servers, communication channels, 
etc., therefore the same rejections applied to claims 1-17 also apply to claims 22-25. 
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As per claim 26, Anderson does not explicitly teach the first user is the second 
user, but it is old and well known in the art of sales/customer lead management to 
delegate or distribute leads to the best fit agent or salesperson. Anderson teaches using 
rules to distribute a lead to the appropriate agent, therefore, it would have been obvious 
that once a lead is routed to an agent, that lead would be assigned to that same agent if the 
lead information matched the agent's preferences, thereby making the first user, as 
claimed, also the second user. For example, a customer lead with salary of 65,000 would 
be routed to an agent specifying a customer salary range of 50,000 to 100,000 (see 
Anderson column 10, lines 61-67) and therefore this lead would be assigned to that agent. 
This would make for a more efficient lead management system wherein all leads would 
be acted upon by the best-qualified agent or salesperson. 

As per claim 27, Anderson does not explicitly teach the first user is different from 
the second user, but it is old and well known in the art of sales/customer lead 
management to delegate or distribute leads to the best fit agent or salesperson. Anderson 
teaches rules to distribute a lead to the appropriate agent, therefore, it would have been 
obvious that once a lead is routed to an agent, that lead would be assigned to a second 
different agent, if the first agent's preferences or rules did not match the characteristics of 
the customer lead. Taking the same example from the rejection of claim 26, a customer 
lead with a salary of 1 50,000 would be routed through the system and would pass by an 
agent with preference for salary range of 50,000 to 100,000 and be delegated to a second 
(or third, etc.) agent whose preference is for a range of somewhere about 100,000. This 
would make for a more efficient lead management system wherein all leads would be 
acted upon by the best-qualified agent or salesperson. 
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As per claim 28, Anderson does not explicitly teach a second set of rules which 
are associated with a second user to the first lead, including applying a routing rule to the 
lead so that lead is delegated to a third user, and notifying the third user of the lead 
providing values of one or more data fields. Anderson teaches rules to distribute a lead to 
the appropriate agent, and it is well known that companies employ several agents (users) 
at a time to handle customer leads. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to route the lead information to an agent, comparing 
the agent's preferences to the lead information and re-routing that lead on to a second or 
third (or fourth) user until an agent was determined to be a good fit with the lead 
information. It would have been obvious to route the customer lead through the system 
to several users until it ultimately matches the rules set forth by the user so each an every 
lead would be pursued, resulting in a more efficient lead routing system. 



Conclusion 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Johnna R Stimpak whose telephone number is 703-305- 
4566. The examiner can normally be reached on M-F 8am-5:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Tariq Hafiz can be reached on 703-305-9643. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you 
have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business 
Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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